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Chapter 1

Introduction

In February, 1963, the Interprofessional Research Commission on
Pupil Personnel Services extended invitations to a large number of
colleges and universities in the United States to arply for designa-
tion as research centers to be recognized and financed by the Commis-
sion. A committee representing the Commission subsequently selected
four centers from those which applied. Each of the centers had sub-
mitted proposals independently, and each center embarked upon research
quite divergent from that of the others. The single element of simi-
larity among the four centers lay in the fact that the central research
problem involved the general area of pupil personnel services.

The proposal of the Western Regional Center, located originally
at the University of California, Los Angeles, but now at Chico State
College in Chico, California, involved development of a model for the
rendering of pupil personnel services, particularly those services
which are considered to be within the province of the behaviorally
oriented pupil personnel specialties,such as counseling, school psycho-
logy and school social work. This model is delineated in greater de-
tail in other places (Shaw and Tuel, 1964) (Shaw and Tuel, 1966).
Actual research to conduct at least a partial empirical test of the
model was actively begun in the Fall of 1963. The first year was
primarily utilized in planning and in site development. In addition,
the initial steps in the development of the School Opinion Survey were
undertaken. These initial steps followed serious attempts to utilize

other, already existing, models and instruments relevant to the concept
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2 Dimensicns of thie Learning Environment:
The School Opinion Survey

of educational environment. Only when it had teen demonstrated that
existing ideas and materials would not suffice were steps taken to
develop a new model and a new measuring device. In the Fall of 1964
data collection relevant to the purposes of the Western Regional

Center was begun. By this time, extensive data on significant educa-
tional role groups had been collected with Form A of the School Opinion
Survey, and the revised Form B came into use. Form C has since been

created and. is now in the process of further testing.

The Guidance Model

In order to understand the purpose and need for the School Opinion
Survey, it is necessary to briefly delineate the major aspects of the
guidance model tested by the Western Regional Center. It was assumed
that public education has at least .three general purposes. .The first
of these purposes is the transmittal of knowledge and skills. A
second purpose is that of preparing the learnmer to actively and effec-
tively appropriate new knowledge and skills. The third assumed purpose
is that the school should enable the learner to effectively apply his
knowledge and skills to prxcblem solving or to new learning situations.
Thus, the school is seen as responsible not only for being the dis-
penser of knowledge, but also for creating the conditions under which
knowledge and skills can be effectively learned and for enabling the
learner to make effective use of his knowledge. More succinctly
stated, it was assumed that the overall responsibility of public edu-
cation was to provide a situation in which the skills and knowledges
deemed important to learn can indeed be adequately learned in such a

way that the student can put his learning to use. It is easy to see
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Introduction 3

that given these assumptions, the concept of the "educational environ-
ment" or tie "learning environment" takes on profound importance.

It is further assumed that the class room teacher has the primary
responsibility for transmittal of knowledge and skills and that the
pupil personnel specialist has the primary responsibility for helping
to create a situation in which each child can learn most effectively
and, further, can learn to utilize his learning most effectively. While
these roles are not seen as exclusive to either the teacher or the per-

sonnel worker, they are viewed as primary to eacl: of these groups,

The Need for the School Opinion Survey

If the pupil personnel specialist is to have the responsibility
delineated above, it is necessary for him to have devices available
which will enable him to evaluate the outcomes of his work. Examina-
tion of the current literature on the evaluation of guidance programs
proves quite instructive. This literature demonstrates clearly that
the major problem in the evaluaticn of personnel programs is the fact
that most such programs either do not have clearly defined objectives
to begin with, or that they have objectives which are incapable of
evaluation, This has been commented on by others, most clearly perhaps
by Hill (1963).

In addition to this insurmountable handicap, such evaluations
nearly always make use of either ready-made devices not relevant to a
particular situation or of naive homemade devices of questionable re-
liability and validity. Construction of the School Opinion Survey
was carried out in order to avoid these pitfalls.

Interest in the concept of educational environment is wot new.
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4 Dimensions of the Learning Environment:
The School Opinion Survey

Much has appeared in the literature, and a part of this literature will
be reviewed in a subsequent chapter, The necessity for the construc-
tion of a new instrument for the particular purposes of the present
research became apparent on two counts. The first is that most exist-
ing instruments are not hased on any specified model of the educational
environment, The second is that such instruments are usually designed
for use with only a limited segment of the total number of significant
educational role groups. For example, the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire conceived and devel: ned by Halpin and Croft
(1963) can be used only with administrators and teachers. The impact

of other significant role groups, such as children or parents, on the

learning environment cannot be assessed with this device. The same

is true of other assessment techniques developed by those interested
in the educational environment. Thus, the lack of an adequate theore-
tical structure relevant to the present research and the lack of

already existing devices capable of use with a wide range of educational

role gioups mandated the construction of a new instrument.

Preliminary Steps in the Development of the School Opinion Survey

1t was necessary that the new instrument should reflect not only
the salient characteristics of the learning environment, but also should
be capable of reflecting changes in a given environment which might
come about as a result of the intervention of pupil personnel special-
ists. It was hoped at the outset that the literature on already exist-
ing "schools" of philosophy would be helpful in the construction of
items,and a variety of the various philosophies of education was exa-

mined. Because of the complex and confused state of affairs which this
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Study revealed, nc attempt was made to construct items reflecting parti-
cular educational philosophies, rather an attempt was made to include
items which would reflect both a wide spectrum of attitudes with re-
spect to educational matters and also a wide range of behaviors with
respect to educational practice. Thus, appropriate statistical treat-
ment of data would permit the "schools" to be derived empirically rather
than requiring prior judgments about whether a given resporse to cer-
tain items reflected one school of philosophical thought or another.

As already indicated, one class of items reflected definite atti-
tudinal kinds of responses. Included within the broad definition of
attitude are beliefs about the purposes and objectives of education and
questions on personal values as they relate to education. The beha-
viorally oriented items reflect behaviors associated primarily with the
school, for example, with respect to homework, the practice of class-
room testing or the provision of special classes of one kind or another,

No assumptions about a causal relationship between attitude and
behavior were made, although a reciprocal relaticiship was assumed. It
was our belief that factor analysis would result in constellations of
attitudinal and behavioral items in the same clusters and, further, it
was assumed that the factors thus derived would constitute the descrip-
tion of a particular "school" of thought. It will be seen subsequently

that the former assumption was not borne out, although the latter was,

at least in a limited way.
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Chapter 2

Rationale for the School Opinion Survey

Within the past twenty vears it has become abundantly clear that
the relationship between academic aptitude and school performance is
far from perfect. As this development has occurred, educators and
behavioral scientists have turned their attention to the quest for
the other variables which influence the school performance of chil-
dren. As this search has matured, the concept of the "aducational
environment" or the "'learning environment" has gained more and more
prominence. The earliest systematic studies of the learning environ-
ment date from approximately 1945 when H. H. Anderson and his asso-
ciates began their studies of the effects of teacher behavior on the
behavior of children in their classes. These studies were concerned
primarily with the differential effects of "dominative" and "integra-
tive" behavior of teachers on children. (Anderson and Erewer, 1945)
(Anderson and Brewer, 1946) (Anderson and Reed. 1946) This approach
was preceded by the now historic work of Lewin, Lippitt and White (1943)
which utilized an experimental approach to determine the effect of
different social structures on child behavior. These investigators
were able to demonstrate significant behavior differences among groups
exposed to leader behavior defined as democratic, authoritarian and
laissez-faire.

Research developments in the general area of "learning environment"
followed rapidly after this time. Withall (19/9) developed a means for
assessing the social-emotional climate of tI classrcom. Cogan (1953)

utilized a paper and pencil device to assess the relationship between
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8 Dimensions of the Learning Environment:
The School Opinion Survey

teacher behavior and pupil productivity. His findings supported those

-

of Anderson relative to the existence of dominative and integrative
patterns of teacher behavior.

Some of the most extended and important work in this area has been
carried out by Flanders, who has completed a series of studies of teacher
influence on pupil attitudes, both in the United States and in New
Zealand. It is impossible to do justice to Flanders' work in the pre-
sent context. Briefly, however, he has demonstrated that a sustained
dominative pattern of teacher behavior produced anxiety, reduced the

ability of students to recall material previously studied ‘and was con-

g —

sciously disliked (1951). He has also develéped a system for analyzing
classroom interaction and through a sophisticated series of experi-
ments utilizing this technique, has demonstrated that students learn
moze from flexible teachers who influence the class indirectly than
from less flexible teachers who maintain direct control regardless of
the personality characteristics of the student or of the subject matter
being taught.

A somewhat different approach was taken by Gordon, Adler and McNeil
(1963). These investigators explored the relationship between certain
dimensions of teacher leadership and their effects on pupils. They
were able to demonstrate interrelationships among three dimensions of
teacher behavior, including the task dimension, the authority dimen-
sion and the expressive dimension and certain aspects of student beha-
vior, including productivity, pupil morale, pupil compliance, amount
of volunteer work and classrcon order.

Still a different approach was taken by Halpin and Croft (1963),

prpy
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who studied the nature of the relationship between the attitudes and

. A e e R

behaviors of school administrators on the one hand, and the attitudes

and behaviors of their teaching faculty on the other. In this impor-
tant study the emphasis was on interrelationships between administra-
tors and teachers, with the effects on pupils generally ignored. The

study did reveal the feasibility of differentiating among different

el P S B e i et

schools in terms of a generalized climate, and further indicated that

the school administrator was the significant figure in determining

R S ST

what the character of this climate would be. The significance of
parents and children in determining the school behavior and perfor-
mance of children has been generally neglected except from the intro-

spective point of view.

A Different Approach
This brief review of research indicates clearly that serious,

sophisticated and significant work has been done on the general topic

o p e K T S A SNV e T Sy Sl o M *

of what, for want of a better label, might be termed the educational
environment. Certain kinds of interrelationships between the behavior
of authority figures (in this case, teachers) and children have been
clearly demonstrated. It has also been clearly demonstrated that
generalized '"climates" can be described.

All of these studies, however, have ore characteristic in common:
they fail to take into account the fact that any student or any
teacher is not only a product of more than one "environment" but may,
in fact, be operating in more than one environment at the same time.

Thus, a student may find himself in a classr oom where a teacher is

demanding a certain kind of academic performance and at the same time
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be in a peer culture which does not value the kind of performance de-
manded by the teacher (Coleman, 1961).

The picture is further complicated if the psychological environ-
ment of the home from which the student comes makes still a third set
of differing demands on the child. Previous studies have investigated
the interaction between studerts and teachers and between administra-
tors and teachers. No attempt has as yet been made to assess the
climate created by all of the significant educational role groups to

whose authority the child is subjected.

Purpose of the School Opinion Survey

The purpose of developing the School Opinion Survey was to construct
a device which could be used with all significant educational role groups,
including parents, teachers, administrators, pupil personnel specialists
and students. An additional purpose was to develop an instrument which
would reflect the significant parameters of the educational environment.
It was assumed that it would be more appropriate to derive these para-
meters empirically rather than on a priori basis.

For purposes of instrument development, the educational environ-
ment was considered to be that part of the total environment which
directly influences a student's academic learning. It is considered
to be comprised primarily of the attitudes and behaviors of the signi-
ficant persons in the student's environment. Physical aspects of the
environment, such as the school plant, the dwelling in which the child
resides or educational materials available are recognized as consti-
tuting a part of the environment, but are considered to be of secondary

importance. It is the human beings in the child's environment who are




Rationale for the School 11
Opinion Survey
assumed to be of the greatest significance in influencing their learn-
ing behavior.

The role groups central to the child's phenomenal field are consi-
dered of most importance in determining the extent to which the child
is able to learn and to utilize his learning. The specific educational
role groups considered to be most important in the final determination
of the nature of a given environment are parents, teachers, peers,
administrators and pupil personnel specialists. This is not to say
that the events which take place outside of these groups are unimpor-
tant, but only to indicate that they are generally of less importance
to his learning environment. Thus, a school board might conceivably
mandate a particular reading program for a particular district, but
the extent to which board recommendation is implemented in the class-
room will depend upon the attitudes and behaviors of educational role
groups which operate in closer psychological contact with the children
of that district.

Several assumptions underlie this attempt to define and assess
the educational enviroument. The first, obviously, is that it is
possible to measure and describe the important dimensions of this en-
vironment. Some support is lent to this assumption by the findings
of Halpin and Croft. The second assumption is that certain attitudes
and behaviors on the part of those comprising the child's educational
environment (including other children) play an important part in deter-
mining the extent to which any individual child learns and is able to
utilize his learning. A further assumption is that different role

groups in the same environment may display different attitudes contri-

e




12 Dimensions of the Learning Environment:
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buting to the existence of an essenti.lly conflicted environment for
the child. It is also assumed that identical role groups, for example,
teachers, at different places or at different academic levels may dis-
play different attitudes and behaviors. Finally, it is assumed that
the influence exerted by significant groups on the individuals who
comprise them is transmitted through both attitudes and behaviors.

The difficulty of distinguishing clearly between "attitudes™ on
the one hand and "behavior" on the other has already been mentioned.

It would be simpler to regard the attitude-behavior difference as a -
continuum rather than as a dichotomy. This particular continuum moves
from the abstract or covert on the one hand to the concrete or overt
on the other. Another way of looking at the continuum is to regard
behavior as the outward manifestation of attitudes and values. Thus,
at one end of the continuum are the values which presumably determine
the goals of the individual or system. The goals or objectives are
themselves in turn the determinants of the means or behaviors uced to
achieve the goals which have been endorsed, and which are found at the
opposite end of the continuum.

As previously suggested, it appeared desirable to operate from a
distinct and speci fiable frame of reference. Therefore, initial
efforts were directed to an examination of existing models with respect
to their potential for application to the aims of the Guidance Research
Project. A variety of such ready-made models were examined, but none
proved to have the necessary range and flexibility which seemed neces-
sary in the present instance. Even some models not specifically desig~

nated as applicable to the school learning situation were investigated.
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For example, Riesman's inner-directed, other-directed dichotomy, together
with the self-actualizing dimension added by Shostrom, was examined as
a possibility (Riesman, 1953) (Shostrom, 1964). lowever, this system
did not seem broad enough for present purposes and, further, the terms
have not been empirically defined. 1In addition, a causal relationship
appeared to be assumed between attitude and behavior(with beha.ior
considered a direct resultant of attitude) which present investigators
were unwilling to make.

Another approach taken prior to the development of the present
School Opinion Survey was that of appropriating currently existing
schools of philosophical thought, such as prigressivism or experimen-
talism, and attempting to construct items reflecting these particular
points of view. A search of the literature revealed, however, that
essential differences among the.adherents of each point of view were
so great that it would probably be impossible to obtain agreement with
respect to whether or not any given item did, in fact, reflect a particu-
lar "school." 1In addition, data reflecting the extent to which the
basic postulants of any particular school of thought were empirically
verifiable simply did not exist. Therefore, this approach had to be

discarded.

A Model of the Learning Environment

Figure 1 suggests the two major hypothesized dimensions of the
School Opinion Survey and serves to illustrate the hypothetical model
upon which it is based. The vertical axis represents the abstract at
one end and *he concrete at the other. Stated in different terms, it

reprasents different levels of behavior from the more passive and less
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obgservable at one extreme, to the more active and more easily observ-
able at the other. The continuum is assumed to move from educational

value systems (which may not have been consciously arrived at) to

educational objectives. The next step toward concretization involves
the educational techniques which are endorsed to achieve certain objec-
tives. The final step can be observed in the overt behavior of an
individual. While a causal relationship is not being assumed, it was
anticipated that strong associative relationships would, and from a
logical point of view should, exist among values, objectives and beha-
viors.

The specific characteristics of any classroom, school or school
system are probably influenced most by five subcultures. These in-
clude children, parents, teachers, administrators and pupil personnel
specialists. While it is possible to argue that other groups are also
important, for example, the school board and the general public, it
is assumed for present purposes that such groups are either too distant
from the actual school situation to have much effect upon children, or
are represented in one of the four subcultures delineated above.

It is, of course, possible to reduce each of these five educa-
tional role groups still further. For example, the teacher couid be
differentiated by the level at which he is working, by sex or by sub-
ject matter area. Similar differentiations could be made for each of
the other groups when appropriate. In some cases it is actually possi-
ble to divide one of these significant role groups by profession. In
the case of administrators, for example, building principals can logi-

cally be differentiated from supervisors. In the area of pupil personnel
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services, a wide variety of similar professional distinctions can be
made.

It was the belief at the outset that it would probably be simpler
for most individuals to specify the educational techniques which they
endorse and the values they deemed .ost important than it would be to
specify the goals which the means were intended to reach or which
were encompassed by cheir values. It was assumed that most indivi-
duals probably make a direct transition from values to means, with
the objectives or goals essentially being ignored.

The horizontal axis of Figure 1 represents a continuum from flex-
ibility to rigidity, or from openness to new experience to closed
mindedness. Although only three points on the scale are described, it
should be understood that a continuum is assumed to exist. Individuals

who appear toward the le:t end nf the horizontal axis are characterized
by a value system which emphasizes creativity and self-actualization.
The emphasis here is on the individual and the ability of the indivi-
dual to free himself from "facts." Such persons may use the scienti-
fic method or they may not in their approach to the solution of prob-
lems. A personalistic philosophy is probably most characteris tic of
these individuals,

Individuals appearing toward the center of the distribution empha-
size the responsibility of the individual to society., They also empha-
size being independent, the ability to utilize knowledge (but not
necessarily in original ways) and the ability to organize facts in re-
lationship to one another. They are quite likely to depend rather

exclusively on the scientific method or on some retrospective form
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of the scientific method as used in the non-scientific disciplines;
They are more likely to be characterized by a pragmatic philosophy.

Individuals appearing toward the right hand side of the horizon-
tal axis emphasi - ) nformity for the sake of conformity. In the
field of education they emphasize the learning of facts. These facts
are often in isolation and not related to other events. Such persons
tend to be dogmatic in their approach and to be skeptical of the capa-
bility of others, particularly younger persons, to direct their own
behavior adequately. Emphasis in teaching is on doing what you are
told. There is a tendency to be closed to new experiences and to use
primarily the didactic method of teaching.

Each of the five sub-cultures which has a direct impact on the
school environment can be studied from the frame of reference provided
by this model. Thus, it should be possible to determine where teachers,
children or any other of the groups in a given school situation will
fall on this matrix. The extent to which the data supported this hypo-

thetical model will be examined in the following chapters.

Practical Applications of the School Opinion Survey
The circumstances surrounding the need for development of the

School Opinion Survey have already been delineated. In addition to .
attempting to define the major parameters of the educational environ-
ment as it is perceived by all significant education role groups, it
was intended to be used as a measure of change following the provision
of certain guidance services on an experimental basis. The instrument
would appear to have utility beyond this, however: each of tie major

sub-cultures having a direct impact on the school environment can be
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studied from the frame of reference provided by the School Opinion
Survey. Certain hypotheses of real significance suggest themselves.
The first is, the greater the degree of congruence among significant
role groups in a given situation, the more effectively will the en-
dorsed goals in that system be achieved. It can also be hypothesizad
that when the major educational role groups fall at the right hand end
of the continuum, little provision wil:. be made for individual differ-
ences, there will be a higher ratio of learning difficulties, students
will find it more difficult to make future use of present learning and
students will not be encouraged to utilize present learning in produc-
tive and original ways.

It can be further hyvothesized that when disanreement between
teachers and sther significant role groups is high, there will be more
serious problems of teacher morale and a higher in;idence of teacher
turnover, teacher absenteeism and student behavior problems in the
classroom. When there is strong lack of agreement between the student
sub-group and other educational role groups, it can be hypothesized
that there will be a higher incidence of student problems, including
tardiness, absenteeism, learning and behavior difficulties. When there
is a lack of congruence between the parent sub-group and the other role
groups, it can bte hypothesized that there will be poorer support of
public schools and education generally, as reflected in failure of bond

issues, tax elections, and conflicts between educators and the public.
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Chapter 3

Structure of the School Opinion Survey

This chapter will outline the procedural steps followed in the
development of the School Opinion Survey, including discussion of the
preparation of the item pool and description of the factor analysis

procedures utilized.

Preparation of the Item Pool

The initial step in the development of the item pool was to ask
a large number of graduate students in education, most of whom were
experienced educators, to list at least five éducational objectives
which were of significance in descending order of importance. At the
same time they were asked to list a technique which might be used to
obtain each of these goals. In addition, they were asked to list
the fundamental values which they felt should underlie education.
Responses to these items covered an extremely wide range of value,
objective and technique categories, and numerous additions were made
to these by the project staff. These responses were used as the
basis for the construction of a pool of approximately 300 items.

The initial item pool was divided almost equally between items
reflecting specific behaviors (tcchniques) and items reflecting atti-
tudes (values and goals). A relatively complete range of education-
ally related attitudes and behaviors was represented by these items
which were arranged as an objective scale. A respondent was asked
to react to attitudinal items by indicating his personal preference

on a five-point scale ranging from '"disagree strongly” to "agree
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strongly.” On the behavioral items respondents were asked to rate each
item on a five-point scale according to the degrez to which they be-
lieved the technique should be emphasized. The five-point scale

ranged from "much less than now" to "much more than now." Each beha-
vior item thus required a judgment about how much the activity was now
emphasized in school, and concurrently a judgment about whether cer-
tain specific practices should be increased, decreased or are currently
just right in emphasis.

Following assembly of the initial item pool, it was pretested on
graduate students in education. Again it should be emphasized that
these graduate students were comprised heavily of experienced educators.
On the basis of this pretesting, fifty items were discarded because
they failed to differentiate among the respondents. Other items were
edited when questions about their clarity were raised. This reduced
the number of items to 250. One hundred fifty of these items re-
mained in the attituqe section of the item pool, and 100 remained

in the behavior section of the item pool.

Treatment of Form A of the School Opinion Survey
This initial group of 250 items of the School Opinion Survey
was designated Form A, This form appears in Appendix A. It was admin-
istered to all teachers, principals, counselors and tenth grade stu-
dents and their parents in a Northern California community of 26,000.
Responses were obtained from over 907% of all groups except parents.
Forms were administered to parents through the mail, and a return

of 19% was received. The total number of respondents in all groups

was 723,

.
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Factor analysis of individual items was utilized because no a
priori attempts to structure scales had been made, and because it
was desirable to test the hypothesis that certain value-objective-
technique clusters would result from the factor analysis. Three
separate analyses were carried out in order to derive Form B of the
School Opinion Survey. Each factor analysis involved utilization of
a principle components solution followed by a varimax rotation of
items with eigenvalues over one. The first factor analysis was of
the 100 "technique" or "endorsed behavior" items. The second factor
analysis was done of 150 "values-objectives" type of items, while
the final factor analysis was made of the 150 items drawn from those
comprising the strongest factors from each of the two preceding fac-
tor analyses. This procedure was followed because there was no
factor analysis program available at that time to handle over 150
items. Ten scales of ten items each comprised Form B of the School

Opinion Survey.

Outcomes of Factor Analysis Procedures

The hypothesis that final factors would be comprised of combina-
tions of value-objective-technique items was not sustained. Instead,
separate clusters of value and technique items were found, while items
reflecting the broad goals of education tended to drop out. For
example, items like "equal education for all is a basic concept of
democracy" tended to drop out. Items related to "hours spent in
school," "use of teaching machines," (both technique items) and
"truth is relative; it is never absolute" (a value item) tended to

remain in the final factors, although they did not load in the
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same factors.

The final 100 items comprising Form B will be found in Apperdix B

é in the form in which they were arranged on the optical scanner sheets

% for research use. The 33 items on the front side reprecent the

- "value-objective" category of items, while the 67 on the revarse side

i ]
F are technique-centered items. Three "value" items, Nos. 17, 21 and 25 ;

on the form, loaded in factor 10, a "technique" factor. These are

the only value types of items which loaded into a technique scale.

No technique items were found in the value scales. ?

Form B of the Survey is comprised of ten scales of ten items each.

This particular grouping of scales and items is not as artificfal as

haeile 8

the round numbers of the ten scales of ten items each might lead one
to believe. Perusal of Table 1 will reveal item loadings of .30 or

higher are attained in the case of all but twelve items on the rota-

ted factor analyses of the final 150 items, and these twelve items

are restricted to four of the ten scales (Scales 6, 7, 8 and 9). 1In {

; all cases, items used in Form B represent items which bear negligible

relationships to any other factor.
3

Factor Structure of Final 100 Items Comprising Form B
Before the final 100 items could be factored it was necessary to f
have Form B made up a bit prematurely due to the time pressures of
the fall school testing program deadlines of the research project.
While Form B was being given in the schools, the 100 items remaining

from the 250 item tests were refactored. The correlation matrix for

e R g

this factor analysis will be found in Appendix C. The unrotated

————in s s,

and rotated factor matrices resulting from the factor analysis of

A I b e e, cane




1898° 69°S 06°9¢
Juafd13II20) *ass ueay
eydty atess ateos
- — *Teriualod TENPFATPUT UMO ITdY] IZFTEII UIPTIYD
96TH "~ GE* - 68°0 €L°€ Supdyay jo @sodand ay3 103 Arraewrad ISTXa sTOOYdS
VIAY Al I9°- I8°0 8L°¢C ‘uoyjjeEONpa pEOl1q B ST UOYIEONPa pood Y
*TeT3Uajod umo STy
T21%°- yye - €6°0 Z6°€ 2AdTyo® pTTYd yoee dyay o3 st qof Laewyid s, a3ydeal ayy
-3upduryl TEOTITID ATTeIc2ds?d
yzYyy - 6%~ S.°0 6L°€ ‘STTTINS SufdoTaAaap uo 3jeIUIDUOCD PTNOYS SIYIEI]
. *Teo8 TeuorleOoNpa jJuelzaoduy
cygh - 0S°- 6,°0 T9°€ ue ST Sujuieay jo ayes ayl Io3 Suruzeal jo Ivauwkofuyg
*10TABYDq
STY JO SSOUIATIVDIIS a3yl UF Pa3IDITIAT ATIVATP 29
segy - 9G6°~ €8°0 l9°€ TITm JTosupy 3Inoqe Aoenbape jo s3uyaaj s,TENPFAFPUT UY
*10TABY2q 'STY JO sasuanbasuoo Teanjeu ay3j azireaa
T1e6€° - LS°- S8°0 16°€ 03 3y3noiaq aq 03 PTTYD 3Y3l 103 ST SUFTAIISTP 3Is2q YL
*S3Uapn3ls 2yl JO SIAFT Pue I0FABYaq ay3l uy noqe s3uraq 3IT
I188€°- 1S°— L8°0 8G°€ saSueyos ay3z uo spuadap WNTNIOTIAIND 3yl jJo anTea [eax 3yl
*3J728 Terluajod STy 3zITPax juspnis ay3 sdyay
€E6€°~ 1G°— €8°0 68°€  I9Yydeal Iyl YdTym uy ss2001d ® AJTeTIUaSS? ST uorledNpym
*2ATT A9yl YOTym uy pPTIOM 3yl puelISIdpun 03 UAAPTTIYD
soEr - 65°~ £8°0 IT1°y dray o3 s} Tooyds ayl jyo jysel juelxoduy Jsouw ayy
¢ wIoyg VvV wioyg ‘ass uwap
durstaduwo) Jo sIsATeuy wagy waly
swal]l y0T Teurd waly OsT
jo s3uypeo woxy s3urpeo]
10308d pajejoy Io3dej po3evioy
wsfueuny I NO A1V IS

(g4 wroj) sTsATeuy xo3ded wall QOT TeuFd pue y wiog jo sysdreuy wajl QST IO
sSugpeo] 10308y pPa3LIOY pUB SIUITOITIIA0D BYdIV ‘SUOTIRTA2Q paepuel§ °Suesaj

T 319Vl

1t

8¢

(24

o¢

91

€T

(1) §

T

T 2PIS
4 wxog
SOS uo
Iaquny
wasy

oy-S

E-S

0s-%

HZ-S

L0-S

6€-S

£y-S

LE-S

9¢-S

Ly=S

Vv uxog
SQs uo
Iaquny
wa3y

Adaang uogutdp

10042§ 313 JO 2In3dNa3g

Y4

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




nsions of the Learning Environment

Jhe School Opinion Survey

(2]
~

i

Dir

26

. o eame P

€049° £E°S £6°tT
JUIFOTIII0D ‘a‘s UuBIW
‘eydtvy dTUOS ITWOS
*S3880 TENPJATPUT
8TLY - 9€°- -66°0 8%°C 103 $9Ina Iyl 03 suofIdIOXI PW 03 Jou 3I8Iq ST 3]
996E "~ LE°- 91°1 w'e *8uguawa STY uo 3uravaq ou IAvy s3urrea3 S,PIFWP V
. *3F Uf 820p 3y TIoM
£68€° - gc° - 96°0 %8°C Moy 03 pajeaaun ST 3Id3fqns ¥ ur IsIIASIuUl 8, PTFW V
*uorIVATION
€05 *- 19°- 90"t T€°C INOqP PIUIIDUCD Iq 03 IABVY JOuU PINOYS IIYI®IJ IYL
g9y~ Cho- 80°T 6S°C sIeIO131adns ATTensn 2aaw s3uyaq uwuny Suoue 82°U319IITFA
*SIATISWAY] 103
089%9°- 9y - €0°T 60°2 jywads s39v3 Iyl 39T puw SSUITIIJ 210uST 03 383q 8T 31
*jududoTaAaIp
SLYY - 8y - 96°0 08°T {eN303TT2IUT ST TOOYds 3yl jJo aafIdefqo Auo ayy
*Woo188RYD
6LEC - gy - 00°'T 9%°¢ Y3 UJ PISSNOSIP 2q JOoU PTNOYS SINSST [EFSIIA0IIU0D
08LE°~ (e I€°T 9S°¢C suaw TT® uT Tenb? @anjwu 4Aq ST Jusulpnf{ jo aamod ayyl
‘WATNITAAND 3Y3 JO UOTIINAISUOD 3yl 3I23FJe Aem ou uf
9¢9€ - 0S°- GO°T %'t PINOUYS SJUIPNIS JO $ISIIIJUT pue S$IIFSIP TeNPFATPUT YL
f waod V uxoy ‘a*s uwIy
durstaduo) 30 SysArTeuUY waill wall
wall 00T TPuid w33zl OS1

Jo sBuypeo]
103084 pa3eloy

wox3y s3uypeo]
ao3oe4 pajewloy

wsFIPUOFITPEAL 0 ML ATVIS

e i

ct
6¢

9¢

[4
81

71

198

[4

T 9PFS
q wxog
SO0s uo
a9qumy
wal

§¢-S

90-Y%

ST1-t

S0-¢t
€97

L0-7

€0-%

LE-Y

e~y

SY-S

vV wxoj
S0s uo

Iaquny
walxl

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




9T%9° 8% 9T1°0¢

JUITOTFFA0D ‘ars uesy

eydiy aTedy ITeOS
LEOS* 1] ey 9T°T O0T°Z 3INTOSqER I3A3U ST IT (IAFIBTAX ST Yyanig
(°23uvy> SUOTITPUOD TEIO0S Sse a3ueyd
pynoys smey TeIoy) °*STIINS Surajos watqoxd aAFIDAJJo
669¢° ot "+ 00°T LZ°'t yoeal 03 ST UOTIBLINPI JO dAFI0afqo juejzxoduy 3som ayg
(’operuuvu 2a¥ SsnNYyjl pue IDUSTIIdXd uwwny
Jo 3no umoxd aaey smey [eaow ITy) °BurSueyoun pue
906%° o€+ 0I'T 8S°Z TesIaATUN 31® YOTym satdyourad gN ATTeax aae axayg
(*uor3rrex ur ATuo papunoxld L1ajes aq uwd mey
ocEY” Z€°' - OT'T LI‘E TeaoR) °padoyasap ST a3parmouy mau sv IBueyd s3Ioeg
(*8ur8usgoun pum
TESIIATUN I SMBT TBIOK) °SIOVI M3U IIAO0ISTpP 03
LSLY* €€+ €t°'T 716°C sdem Inq ‘s3doe3 umouy 3Isnf jou ‘ydoway pynoys sTooyds
(°3urag swaiadng ® s¥ aa3yy) °s3ury3l og oym atdoad
SHy8E”* oYy~ $6°0 6Z°€ JATIO® INO uIn) 03 ST UOFIBLONP? jJo asodand ufew ayg
€Hsy* oY+ 9T°'T €0°€ *33INTOSQE J0U ‘IATIVTAI II® YIniyl pue adpaymouy
(°punos aq 03 pa3juatIo ATSNOTITTaI aq jou paau uorIwInpy)
*}X0M TTTM YOTYM SUOTINTOS SIATISWIY3 I0J Pulj 03
209G 7'+ L0°T L' s17dnd a8eanooua puw swatqoad 38983ns prnoys siaydway
(°98I19ATUN PaIdIUID-POY B UF IATT IM) °*yanay
609¢€"° 8% °~- 00°T 1IS°t 03 pvox 383q 3Y3l ST POYISW DTJTFIUITIS-3ATIVA[q0 ayj]
. (*ur37I0 SUTATP ¥ ARy SMRT TBIOK)
_ooLe 0G°~- TI°T  HTI°€ ‘UOFIVNITS 3yl Y3ITm 3aBueyo uwd 3Inq *paxyj jJou aIv s83Idowj

g wxog VvV wxog ‘g’s uway .
Sursrtadwo) Jo sysiyeuy waj3y waly
Swa31 00T Teurd walI 0ST

Jo s3urpeo]
I030%vg pajw3oy

woxy s3uypwor]
X030e3 pajeloy

WSTATI®IOY I AW HI TITVOS

(¢13

X4

1 X4

61

ST

A}

€

T @PFS
g ulog
S0S uo
Iaquny
waly

91-¢

LYY

81-6

1€-S

-9

-t

92-$

0z-%

Y uxog
S0s uo
Iaquny
waly

£aaang uorurdp

Tooydss a3yl jo aInidnxag

iz

Q

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




1€08° €L°S TLHE

JUIFOTIIVND *a‘s URI

vydry I[VOS ITWIS
1602° GE*- 12 8 SV YA 4 . *8I3Yyowa3 Aq SITSTA SWOH 1) €y-1
H
zeLe” 6€° - 66°0 LT°€ *81aica T¥IO08 TOOYOS SS 9Z-1
m €6EY° £y '- 78°0 68°€ *£3ITATI®IID JO jusmafwanodumy 6Y €-2
m Y6S° SH°- 780 %S°€ *UOTIVINP?I IOTISUNOD JO JUIIXY £y -2
[=] .
.m 6€9€"° Ly~ 68°0 %%°€ *sT7ydnd mSu jo sjusawd 103 WOTILIUITIO 9¢ 62-2
o
.H e r{3X % Ly - L6°0 6T1°€E *SI2UIIIJUOD I3YOVII-IUIIRY 62 T-T
= N )
mm LSTY® €S- T0°T L9°€ *$1933%w Tooyds uy sjuaaed £q 3IsaaIUl r44 SE-T
[ -]
Qe .
=9 999%° €S°~ 06°0 SL°€ *STFdnd Jo AIFTENPTATPUF O3 UOTFIUIIIY ST 1€-2
[ 3 -]
£ ol
L a8 862S° 09°- %0°T T19°€ *swatqoad feuosiad uwo Burrasunod 8 82-2
Wt
O ~t
® S 8669° g9°-- 06°0 S8°€ *sTrdnd jo Buyrasunod TeNPFATPUl 1 11-2
[~
..m @ q wxog v wiod ‘a°s ueay Z @PFS
59 Sugrsyaduopn Jo STsATeUY w3 WA3I g w10y Yy uwioj
E H 531 00T TRUFd w23l 0ST SOS uo  SOS uo
a jo s3durproi wox3 s3uypwo] ZaqunN aIqunN
103083 palIvIoY 103085 pPI3Ivioy wall waly

28

HOTIUDIIY TNPTATPUI M NO4d ATV IS

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

O

E

Py




9108° €1°9 Zo*ze

JUITOTFIFB0D ‘a*s uesy

eydty aTeds ITeIS

66S¢.* 1] Sy IT°T  2ZE°¢t
$869° A S S6°0 1I%°t
1€s€° se°- S6°0 2t°¢t
TL8€° 9¢€ - 96°0 00°Y
8SEL® 9¢°- S0°T 92°¢t
916" LE - 9Z°'1 Zt°t
9%6Z° 19°- 26°0 LE°E
0L9¢€" 96° - 96°0 T18°2
€092° L9°- T0°T SL°2
£56S° oL - 66°0 ST°t

g wiog v wxog *a*s ueay
Sujysyadwo)n Jo sysAyeuy ua3ll waly

suwall Q0T TPUFRd wal3l OST

Jo s8ujpeo
1030®g pajeloy

wox3 s3ujpeo]
103083 pojelicy

S9T3ITATASY dnoxy

*§pivoq Tooyds Ted0T jJo Awouoiny
*g3293foad dnoas

*uofiednpa Tedjcdiyd TBUOTIVONPI-0)
*sdy13 pPIoTd

*3aAIND 3yl uo 3uype1)

*89FIFATIOR °*V°1°d

*Ae1d 100pano o3 pa3330TTE SWIL
*S3TITATIOR IBINOTIINI-BIIXT
*s3xods weal

*g310ds aAF3F3Iaduwo)

$i3AId 3TVIS

29
9¢
0s
vy
LE
o€
€2
91
6
z
Z ?PTS
g wiog
S0S uo

Jaquny
wa3y

L1

61-1

99-¢

Lz-1

02-1

-1

8€-1

9-1

$T-2

se-1

vV wxojg

SOS uo
xaquny
wagy

o sk

Lanang uoyuydo

TOO0YdS Y3 JO ANIINIIS

62

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




- FR A S O L s

TR LT E T

[ T oo =

B e NS e T e b

conL” ZE°S 9g£°€¢E
JUITOTIF0D *a*s uwdR
eydiy aTeds 9Teds
79¢2° - GZ - 10°T €2°¢
9487 - 9Z°- 80°T 1I£°€
3 L69Z° - Lz - ¢8°0 SS°€
=
m 08L2°~ Y AR (T°T  1¢£°€¢
(o]
m €TLS - 1€°- 66°0 9S°€
=
= 9€TS - yE° - 88°0 8I°€
¥
=25 ZE61° - 9€° - 20°T 6G°€
£ 2
95 2696 °- 8y - 26°0 €8°€
opd
[ =
] Mp 9%6Z°— 6%°— 96°0 YI°Y
L)
°3 0€6T°— 6%°— €8°0 €I°€
e .2
So 4 wiod v wiog *a*s ueay
2o Surstaduwo) 3o stysdrTeuy wall waly
2 Sswadl 0T TBUld wall OST
= jo s3uipeoy woxj s3urpeo]

103084 Ppa3jeljoy

30

03084 pPaJeJoy

Y gl I W OIS

PR A SR . - .
e M R AR g e gl N ot Bt a dh el TP N

*UaIPTTYD P33IT8 03 UIATE uOTIUIIV
*UOTIEIIT2008 103 TOOYIS 13WWNS
*8307138TP Tooyds adae]

*seapy IowIIsqe jo Supydeag
*g38F80Toyo4sd TOOYDS

*yoawasai Teuoflednplm

*s77dnd paqan3isyp AfTEuUOr3owd 103 dI3H
*siayoeal 103 Aeq

*s13yoea3 103 dysy TEOITISTH

*si103je13STUTWpPE 103 Leg

S90TA13G AXe[IJoUY (X IS dA1VOS

€9 12-1
LS oT-1
18 €1
1% s-¢
8¢t €e-1
1€ e-1
T -1
LT 8-1
o1 91-T
€ IT-1
Z @PIS
g wxog VvV wxoj
S0S uo SQS uo
Iaquny  XaqunN
wa3l waly
ARSI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




e o

e e

B e e L T -

goeL’ g8y 8BI°%E

JUITITIFN0D ‘a*s URIN

vydtv T8I ITEOS

0192°- 0Z°+ 16°0 92°¢t
Lzey - LT+ LL°o  Ly°¢
90%S°— 62"+ #8°0 95°¢t
§99¢° - oc°+ €8°0 cc°t
0€%0°- oE*+ 16°0 21°t
60€0°~ e+ 19°0  LE°€
98%0° - e+ L8°0 81°%
S9T11°- o7+ 68°0 LL°t
LLST — 18°+ 88°0 %Z°t
Lotz - LS+ 96°0 7%°t

g wxoj v uxoj *g’S ue’dR
Suysyaduo)n Jo sISAreuy wIIT WOII

$wa31 00T T®UFd WAL 0ST
Jo sSujypwo] woaj sSuypwvo]

103987 peIveoy

A030ed peleloy

*3fsnu puv 3ae uy Burureay

*swooIsswId Jo Juraydyg

*To0yds ay3 £q pyed uoyawonpa jo sa’suadxa A.Hnovﬂoca
*UOFIBONPI IFWNSUO)

*ganodoap Tooyoss juadaaad o3 8310333

*833Y0B33 103 S8ISANOD SPOYIIN

*£1%aqyT Uy SHjoog

eguoyyezyuedio juapnis

*ga8seTd 833jwad puw doys

*3UWUIIA08 JUaPNIS

OFWIpPRIYy-uoN NI A JTS TITIVOIS

%9 -2

8s €9-2

{3 SY-2

9% 69-¢

6€ 14 A

{3 0S-2

(¥4 6€-¢
w
(a2 4
8T oc-z S8
0
- 4
11 8-z 55
[
] -z £
2
Z °P¥S 3
g wxod V wmaod v
S0s uo S0s uo &
aaquny JasqunN 5
woll walx =
w
=1

LS

" .
RPTIY TR PR " - .
" Y A 3 oy

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Dimensions of the Learning Environment:

32

The School Opinion Survey

. - S BRI P
~ . Er——, -

e e b AP I

e pses e oy pempr I A 2 b

L699° 66 S9°6Z
JUIFIFIZI0D ‘a's uedy
ﬂp—ﬁ: 9TeoS TS
LYy 96 - 96°0 (%°C *838anod a8en8uey uldyaioz S9 9e-¢
26T 9Z°+ 00°T €%°€ *sjuaaed yiya suoyssndsyp dnoian 6S 9%-1
0S1S° o€+ 86°0 T9°C *S83TPNIS TEFI08 uo syseydumy €S 91-2
61" LE*+ €6°0 L6°T *sawayl jo SuyITIM Ly S1-2
16522° 8¢+ 80°T 66°C *T7dnd yoea 103 uoyjualre TENPFAFPUL oy o%-1
4 r4Ad 6€°+ ZI°'T  O1°¢ *spojaad aaag €€ 0%-2
68LT° £y - 2C°T 6°¢ *spoyaad sserd aaduo 92 0Z-2
1920° SS°+ 96°0 %8°¢ *2an3vaa¥T Ieaad uo syseydugmg 61 SH-1
L8€9° 96+ Lo 69°2 *aeak TOOUDS JYI UT S8IIY r4 | ZT-1
%009° 96+ 99°0 26°C *Tooyds uy juads sanoy S -1
g wiog Vv waog ‘s uesy Z @PIS
Buysyadwo) Jo SIsATeuy wWa3Y W3l g wxoj VY wxojy
swa3ll 00T TBUFd w3l 0ST S0S uo  §SOS uo
jo s3ugpeo] woxy s8urpro] Iaquny Jaquny
03084 pajejoy 03083 paje3joy wall wall
OTWIPRIY L HOIAF AIVIS
ANl S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




P T S e o
o » - . S .. A s e A -

8GEL” 99°¢ 9t°TE

JUIFIFIIB0D *d‘s uesy

eydiy aTedS 9TedsS
0ETY” [ Al 06°0 T0°E *gdTjewayjew uo SS3iAl§
099¢° 9Z°~ 98°0 ¢S°t -8ujyoeay mea]
[AXAN T A 86°0 BE°E *gjuapnys 103J Jied [edypau 31J
96L%° YA 90°T (0°¢t *8uguyeal Apn3as-pPTTYO
69LT" (0] g 00°T L7°¢€ *53533 9Af30afqo 3o asf
VX (0] Nl IT°1 rA S S cuofrjeInNpa jo uopyeIndax ajels
92He’ 19°- T°1 19 0 *s3593 pazjpiepuels 3Jo 3asf
€8TE" 9°- 2'T  80°€ . -s3593 DI 30 95N
L69T"° S - 28°0 66°¢ *3uTasa)y A3Freuosiad
8L9%° 4 M 68°0 SO°E *ssufydew 3urydeaj 3o as

d wiog v wioj ‘s Uveau

durstaduo) 3Jo sisAteuy wall waly

swa3l 00T Teurd wal3l 0ST

3o sdurpeo]
ao3doed paieloy

woaj s3ujpeo]
Io03oe4 pIlivioy

A3TATIOR(Q0 OFITIWTIOS EANIN I TV IS

99
09
%S
8%
1%
7t
L
114

14

T °@PIS
g wzod
50s uo
IaqunN
wa3ll

0s-1

7e-1
6E-1

-t
s1-1
1€-1

9-2
791
Le~-1
9e-1

vV waold

SQs uo
JaqunN
wall

£aAang uotutdp

TooYds 3yl 3o 3InIdNIIG

€t

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Dimensions of the Learning Environment:

34

The School Opinion Survey

B I

P N T o

Swa3i]l 00T Teurd
jo s3uypeon

A039e4d palIvIoy

wall 0sT
woaj sSuyipwo]
1039e4§ paaevloy

8L7S° s8°Y $8° 1€

JUITOTIIV0)D ueI URIN

svydyy ITWIS ITWOS

9LES° - oY+ %T°1 $6°C
T98%°- SY°+ S0°1 €6°C
6086 ° - 4 ke 0E°T $6°C
ZL09° - FA 80°1 I9%°¢t
0zZe9 - €y - 9¢€°1 sL°t
88GE° - €y - %0°1 1€°¢e
998%° - 75t $6°0 se’e
13 € 70°- €6°0 €8°¢€
991¢° - €9°- o1°1 79°¢t
LZ09°- %9° - 8C 1 et
q wiod vV w104 *‘ass uwIy
3uystadwo) Jo STsATeuUy waly waily

T013u0) 3IDFIIS

- e e s it 5 T Nt o o

+8dTYSUOTJRTaI TOOYIS—-IWOY AISOTD
*ToOYyNs uj syeaow jo SuryowIy
*foueni3 3suyele smey 3uaBurails
.uﬁwusw Suraeyaqstu jo Burjyuedsg
*urTdIOSTp 3O S8SIUIDTIIS

*S$ITNI TOOUDS JO JuaIW3Da03Jua IDFAIS

*2uyTdIo8sTIP-IT98
ur SujupPeil aaow SIUIPNIS IAFS prnoys TooYdS

*aonpoad 03 papusauUF ST 3IT SITNSI
TRUOTI®ONP? Y3 S83dONnpoid WOPT8 JudWYSFUNg

*qusnysiund 3no aAy8 a0

ITIN8 auTwialadp 03 qof $,asydealz ayj jou ST 3II

*2uyTdyOsTp urejuzeEw 03 Judwysyund

1ea0daod 193sTuFwpe 03 IYSTI Iyl pIdu SIIYdEI)

NI L T31TVOS

[AaA ]
[Ant 12
Z-8C
-1
[And A §

=L

T-%¢

1-62

T1-12

T-L1

T3 1 8°P1IS

g wiog
S0S uo
Jaquny
waly

s it g £

81-¢
8y-1
L1-2
61-¢
€11
1 Xat 4

[A4 Sar'4
Z9-¢t
1%
6-€

VvV wiod
SOS uo
aaquny
WwIj1

PR

JUPSIRRIV SIS G

IC

IIText Provided by ERIC




- o

e
B e et

e [

i g et e, WOt o

T -

Structure of the School 35
Opinion Survey

the final 100 items used on Form B are included in Appendices D and E.
Although fifteen factors were rotated to make certain that as much
variance as possible could be accounted for, only ten factors had
eigenvalues greater than one. These ten factors accounted for approx-
imately 80 per cent of the total variance. Table 1 indicates the
items selected for inclusion in specific scales prior to the final
factor analysis. In this case 28 out of the 100 items had loadings
of less than .30, but the bulk of these are to be found on three
scales (6, 7 and 8). Since the low loadings of these 28 items was
discovered after Form B was being tested in the schools, it may be
necessary to either eliminate or rewrite some of them after further
analysis of Form B.

As has been previously indicated, clustering of value, objective
and benavior types of items in the same factor aid not occur. Rather,
three of the factors appear to represent broad value positions with
respect to education, while the remaining scven factors represent
specific techniques for implementing the educational process.

Factor 1 contained items chiefly concerned with individual differ-
ences, individual personal development and humanistic objectives, as
opposed to strictly intellectual or subject matter oriented objectives.
Educational values str:-sing self realization, personal enjoyment of
learning, development of sritical thinking and breadth of curriculum
tended to fall into this factor. Because of its clearly humanistic
emphasis, it has been labeled the Humanism Scale. Table 1 reports
the item numbers, item conteat and individual loadings for each

question in this scale.,

P
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Factor 2 stresses intellectual development, attention to "ebjective
facts," avoidance of controversial issues and the irrelevance to edu-
cation of individual differences in feelings, interests and motivations.
These values appear to embrace a traditionalist position with respect
to education, and this scale has therefore been labeled the Tradition-
alism Scale. It is known among project staff as the 3 R's scale.

Table 1, Scale Two, reports the items and loadings relevant to this
scale.

Factor 3 is comprised of two kinds of items. Five of the items
are essentially relativistic and stress the changing nature of "truth,"
the irrelevance of religion to education and the belief that moral
law is of social derivation. The other five items all negatively
correlated with the first five, delineate an absolutist point of
view, emphasizing the omnipotence of Cod as the source of truthk and
moral law. The scale has been labeled the Relativism Scale. Table 1,
Scale Three, reports appropriate items and loadings.

Beginning with Factor 4, all remaining factors reflect specific
educational techniques. It is important to note that no technique
iteme loaded significantly into any philosophical factor, although it
has been indicated three value items did load into one of the technique
factors. This suggests that the educational techniques which people
endorse bear little relationship to the value system and to the objec-
tives of education which they espouse. Certainly this suggestion is
worth further study.

The first of the technique factors, Scale 4, stresses indivi-

dual attention and clos.r home-school relationships. Specifically
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advocated are individual counseling on personal problems, individual
attention to pupils, encouragement of creativity, parent orientation,
parent-teacher conferences, home visits by teachers, school social
workers and the better training of counselors. Common to all of

these is the concept of increased attention by school staff to indi-
vidual students in the school class room and home environrents.

Factor 4 is therefore labeled the Individual Attention Scale. Table 1,
Scale Four, reports items and loadings relevant to this scale.

Factor 5 contains items emphasizing the importance of competi-
tive and team sports, coeducational physical education, outdoor play,
field trips, extracurricular activities, group projects, grading on
a curve, PTA activities and local school hoard autonomy. The small
group emphasis appears to be the central factor in this cluster of
items, and Factor 5 was therefore labeled the Group Activities Scale.
Table 1, Scale Five, reports item content and loadings.

Factor 6 is comprised of items advocating larger school districts
and those aspects of staff professionalization usually associated
with tiem: higher salaries for teachers and administrators, clerical
help for teachers, educational research, school psychologists, and
program of individual attention to assist the emotionally disturbed
and gifted pupil. It was designated the Ancillary Services Scale.
Table 1, Scale Six, reflects the item content and loadings of this
scale.

Factor 7 was found to be comprised of items stressing essentially
non-academic pursuits and extracurricular activities. This includes

emphasis on student government, shop and craft classes, art and music
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classes, consumer education, and other techniques aimed at preventing
dropouts and retaining the interests of poorly motivated or non-
academically oriented students, such as better lighting, better
library facilities and having the incidental expenses of education
assumed by the school. It was called the Non--Academic Scale. Table 1,
Scale Seven, reports the item content and loadings.

The items in Factor 8 indicate endorsement of spending increased
time in studying, more hours in the school day, n7ore weeks in the
school year, longer class periods and less free time. Also stressed
was the importance of "solid" college preparatory type subjects, such
as foreign language, social studies, writing of themes and emphasis
on great literature. It was labeled the Academic Scale, but is more
familiarly known as the "grind" scale. Table 1, Scale Eight, reports
items and loadings relevant to this factor.

Factor 9 is comprised of items concerned with relatively impersonal
teaching methods and the utilization of objective information in the
making of educational decisions. These include the use of teaching
machines, use of personality, I.0., standardized and objective tests;
stress on mathematics and team teaching. Also included are items en-
dorsing state regulation of education, free medical care for students
and child study training. Since the predominant element in this
factor resides in the endorsement of impersonal, scientific, educa-=
tional methods, it was designated the Scientific Objectivity Scale.
Table 1, Scale Nine, reports items and loadings appropriate to this
scale.

The tenth factor emphasizes strict discipline and moral training.
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Endorsed behaviors include strict enforcement of school rules, strict-
ness of discipline, spanking of misbehaving pupils, stringent laws
against truancy, the teaching of morals and self discipline in the
school. The belief is expressed that punishment usually produces

the desired results. This is the only factor in which there was any
crossover of behavioral items and attitudinal items. Three attitu-
dinal items loaded strongly into this scale. There was little diffi-
culty in naming this factor the Strict Control Scale. Table 1, Scal=

Ten, reports the item content and loadings.

Reliability of the Scales

The reliability of the scales .f Form B was determined in two
different ways. The first was the determination of coefficient Alpha
for each of the scales. The second was the computation of test-retest
reliabilities for both the scales and the items. Coefficient Alpha
provides an estimate of the lower bound of reliability (internal con-
sistency) of a test and involves assumptions closely related to those
"--originally adopted by Kuder and Richardson in the derivation of
their Formula 20." (Novick and Lewis, May, 1966). These results are
reported for each scale in Table 1. Coefficients range from .87 on
Scale One to .53 on Scale Ten. Only two scales had Alpha coefficients
below .65, and three gcales were .80 or higher. The internal consis-
tency of these scales is generally high, offering additional evidence

in support of the strength of the scale °,

Test-Retest Reliability of the Scales

The School Opinion Survey was administered to the teachers and
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tenth grade students in three high schools. The interval between pre

and post-test for all groups was precisely two weeks. Specific direc-
tions utilized in carrying out the reliability study will be found in

Appendix F.

Test-retest reliability of the ten scales was computed for all
teachers in the three schools as a single group. The total number
of teachers was 102. Scale reliabilities were computed for the
students in each of the three schools separately. The coeffic;ent of
stability for each scale fc. each of the four groups is reported in
Table 2.

These results indicate somewhat higher scale stability among
teachers than among any of the student groups, although there are two
scales in which one or more of the reliabilities obtained on student popu-
lations exceeded those obtained on the teacher group. Generally speak-
ing, the difference between teachers and students is small, and the
differences among the three student groups appear to be negligible.

The generally low reliabilities among students on Scales 1, 3
and 4 suggest the need for reexamination of the vocabulary level of
these scales. All scales, however, appear to be stable enough for use

in the description of learning environments or in research.

Test-Retest Reliability of the Items

The test-retest reliability of items is reported for all teachers
and all students as two separate groups in Table 3. 1In addition, item
reliabilities for students were computed for each school separately.

These results can be found in Appendix C.
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§ TABLE 2 ;
3 School OpZnion Test-Retest Reliability by Scale
|
i Scale Coefficient of Coefficient of Coefficient of Coefficient of 3
) Stability for Stability for Stability for Stability for ;
%‘ Teachers School #1 School #2 School #3
. (N=102) (N=122) (N=179) (N=250) i
1 .7689 .5544 4178 .6277
2 .7798 .7583 . 7140 .7215
{3 7774 4450 .3142 4449
4 .6281 .5646 .5845 4154
% 5 .7715 .6537 .7529 .7429
6 .8383 .7030 .7642 .6822
7 .7631 .6869 .6918 .6406
i 8 . 7348 .7399 .7796 .6769
i 9 .6735 .6205 7246 .6937
g
{10 8436 .7351 .7896 .7333 f
| i
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]
TABLE 3
Item Reliability (Coefficient of Stab.lity)
for School Opinion Survey - Side One
Teacher Sample = 102 Student Sample = 551 Total Sample = 653
Item # Coeff. for Coeff. for Coeff. for
Teachers Students Total
1. .6146 4597 .4880
2. .4593 .5281 .5271
3. .5825 .3670 4042
4, .6242 .3637 4047
? 5. 4635 .5330 .5631
6. .5920 4266 4557
1 7. .5439 .2820 .3290
8. .4981 4005 .4089
9. .1802 4171 .3907
10. .5338 +3204 .3487 :
1 11. +5363 .3680 .3980 .
3 12. 5264 .2318 «2762 ‘
13. .6345 .2864 «3347 \
14, .3765 4351 4290 |
15. .6190 4557 4911 '
16. .5931 4677 4932 :
17. 7107 .5763 .5959 ‘
18. .5001 .3939 .4380 .
19. +3352 .3590 .3560 i
20. .3312 4160 4201 !
21. .5324 .3878 4340 i
22. . 5667 .3871 4292 |
; 23. .6924 .3622 4266 }
24, +5532 .3099 .3408 !
25, .5159 4075 4363 }
26. .1457 4146 .3879 |
27. .5748 .2488 .3017 i
28. +3604 .5113 4965 ;
29. 4718 .2863 .3098 {
30. .3556 .3529 .3513 \
31. 4322 .3053 <3242 ]
32, .5607 4290 4472 f
33. .6040 .3888 4240 ‘
34. .5228 4124 4310 :
i
}
4
\
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N e A e A =

Item Reliability (Coefficient of Stability)
for School Opinion Survey - Side Two

Coeff. for Coeff. for Coe.f, for \

Teachers Students Total {
.6539 4912 .5411 2
.8665 L6544 .7292 §
.7391 .5249 .5561 ! 3
L6173 .5571 .5767 :
.3911 .5897 .5768 |
7773 .5790 .5943
6476 6425 .6697 {
.6723 .5292 .5611 !
5653 .6080 .6513 g
.6649 4334 .4886 )
.6419 .5885 .6008 i
.6587 .5575 .5926 f ;
.6784 . 5854 .6025 %
.7352 .6392 .6761 i
.6299 4891 .5068 i
.5873 4231 .5034 i
.5723 .6098 .6377
.5557 .5044 .5563
.6368 .6840 .6926
4511 .5657 .5579
.2701 .5720 .5729
6467 .5620 .5729
.3457 .6087 .6039
.5449 .4969 . .5077
7226 4537 4834
.6425 .5489 .5658
.3941 .5339 .5151
.5802 .5127 .5292
7456 .5847 .6037
.6093 .5493 .5829
.5779 4238 4514
.8133 .4313 .5692

.5414 .5601 .5579




44  Dimensions of the Learning Environment:
The Schoci Opinion Survey

Item Reliability (Coefficient of Stability)
for School Opinion Survey - Side Two (contd.)

B MR A o N £

!
Item # Coeff. for Coeff. for Coeff. for i
Teachers Students Total §
3
34. 6754 .3660 4369 [
35, .7540 .5691 .5992
36. .5687 .3477 .3799
37. .6369 .6970 .7021
38. .6884 .5189 +5561
39. .6399 5912 .6096
40. .4815 L5075 +5749
41. .7079 .4393 .4750 |
42, .5035 .5436 .5524
: 43, .5912 .3152 .3638
i 44, .6617 .5830 .6208
45, .5826 .6024 .6047
! 46, .5900 .3278 .3775
47. .6355 .5878 .6306
48, .5121 .3781 .3932
: 49. .5427 .5915 .5905 ;
3 50. .4851 .6074 .6023
51. .7819 .5100 .5556
52. .3933 .2259 .2604
] 53. .5726 «5443 .5458
~ 54. .3230 4118 L4233 }
55. .6860 .5502 .5805 {
56. .5159 .4380 .4868
57. .5744 .5676 .5687
58. .6055 .5104 .5214
59. .5636 .5525 .5561
60. «7562 .4316 4822
61. .5936 .5998 .6101 !
62, 6311 . 2246 3282 i
63. .6273 .6331 6447
64, .4576 .5933 .5852 *.
65. .7421 .6471 .6575 ’
66. .7410 .6829 .6860

[P R er
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As was true in the case of scale reliability, the teacher sample
has generally higher coefficients, item by item, than the student
population. This is not uniform, however, since in 27 out of 100 cases
the student coefficient exceeded that of the teachers. Item relia-

bilities are satisfactory, as might be inferred from the full scale

reliabilities.

In general, it appears reasonable to state that both the internal 5
consistency and the stability of the scales are satisfactorily high,
at least for further research and descriptive use of the instruments.

Item stability is likewise satisfactory, with a few items needing some

(%

modification. Certain differences in scale stability between students
and teachers suggest that either vocabulary level or the firmness with
which beliefs are held (maturity?) are possible contributing factors

to somewhat lower reliabilities among students. : ;

Intergroup Differences on the Scales of Form B of the School Opinion Survey

One of the initially perceived uses of the SOS was the determina-

tion of fundamental differences among significant educational role i
groups. The material presented here reflects findings based on the

data originally collected in order to derive the factors which comprise

the instrument. Each of the five educational role groups, students,
parents, teachers, administrators and counselors, is compared with é
every other group on each of the scales in Table 4 and Figure 2. :
By far, the greatest differences involved comparisons of students
?é ' with each of the four adult groups. Administrators and students are
the polar opposites on five of the ten scales. Administrators are

highest on the Humanism, Ancillary Services and Academic Scales, while
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-

1

) | ‘ )

TABLE 4 ! ’
School Opinion Survey Mean Scores by Educational Role Groups ‘E
{
Scale Students Parents Teachers Counselors Administrators i

: 3

1 X 36.60  38.57  38.15 37.90 38.66 1
Humanism S.D. 3.66 3.86 3.82 3.79 3.87 é
2 X 25.84  24.11 20.84 20.15 18.66
Traditionalism S.D. 2.58 2,41 2.08 2.02 1.87 %
3 X 29,97  29.18 29,87 31.50 29.84 j
Relativism S.D. 3.22 "3.49 3.29 3.74 3.35 ’
. i
4 X 32,90 37.39 37.72 38.06 38.33 ;
Individual S.D. 3.29 3.74 3.77 3.81 3.83 |
Attention %

- :

5 X 35.64  30.30  27.67 28.98 31.83 { *
Group S.D. 3.56 3.03 2.77 2,90 3.18 {
Activities %
¢ X 33.46 34,21 38,47 40.78 42,65 :
Services }
7 X 35.04 35.22 33.38 33.95 34.65 :

8 X 28.12 33.65 31.59 31.90 34,83
Academic S.D. 4.90 4.40 3.80 2.90 2.21

9 X 31.56  34.12 31.59 32.65 31.51 :
clentific S.D. 3.16 3.41 3.16 3.27 3.15 ;
Objectivity 3
10 X 28.28 37.37 35.76 32.69 33.10 [
Strict Control S.D. 5.90 6.20 4.50 5.23 2,74 g
*
|
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FIGURE 2

Relative Positions of Criterion Groups on Scales
of the School Opinion Survey
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students are lowest. Students are highest on the Traditionalism Scale,

and administrators are lowest. Administrators, along with counselors :

and teachers, are highest on Individual Attention, and students are

.
R

lowest. Students and parents show the greatest disparity on the

Strict Control Scale, with parents being the highest scoring group
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and students the lowest scoring group. Students and teachers show

Py

the greatest disparity on the Group Activities Scale, with students
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s

scoring highest and teachers lowes '\ this scale. Teachers and
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